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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
JORGE LUIS SANCHEZ,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
______________________________)

NO. 46261-2018
CANYON COUNTY NO. CR14-17-18495

APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Nature of the Case
Jorge Luis Sanchez appeals from his judgment of conviction for operating a vehicle
under the influence of alcohol (second felony within 15 years) (hereinafter, DUI). Mr. Sanchez
pleaded guilty and the district court imposed a unified sentence of eight years, with five years
fixed.

Mr. Sanchez appeals, and he asserts that the district court abused its discretion by

imposing an excessive sentence.
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Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
On October 20, 2017, an officer with the Caldwell Police Department conducted a traffic
stop on a vehicle being driven by Mr. Sanchez because the vehicle had too dark of a window tint.
(Presentence Investigation Report (hereinafter, PSI), p.3.) The officer stated that he smelled
marijuana and that Mr. Sanchez’s eyes were bloodshot. (PSI, p.3.) The officer found a “vapor
pen” that contained a liquid that smelled of marijuana and found a beer and marijuana in the
vehicle. (PSI, p.3.) Mr. Sanchez subsequently failed two field sobriety tests and provided
breathalyzer samples of .130/.135. (PSI, p.3.)
Mr. Sanchez was charged with DUI, driving without privileges, misdemeanor possession
of a controlled substance, and possession of drug paraphernalia. (R., p.21.) The State also
sought a persistent violator enhancement. (R., p.28.) Mr. Sanchez pleaded guilty to the DUI
charge and the State agreed to dismiss the remaining charges and enhancement. (R., p.33.) The
district court imposed a unified sentence of eight years, with five years fixed. (R., p.53.)
Mr. Sanchez appealed. (R., p.63.) He asserts that the district court abused its discretion by
imposing an excessive sentence.

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed a unified sentence of eight years, with
five years fixed, upon Mr. Sanchez following his plea of guilty to DUI?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed A Unified Sentence Of Eight Years,
With Five Years Fixed, Upon Mr. Sanchez Following His Conviction Plea Of Guilty To DUI
“It is well-established that ‘[w]here a sentence is within statutory limits, an appellant has
the burden of showing a clear abuse of discretion on the part of the court imposing the
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sentence.’” State v. Pierce, 150 Idaho 1, 5 (2010) (quoting State v. Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294
(1997) (alteration in original)). Here, Mr. Sanchez’s sentence does not exceed the statutory
maximum. Accordingly, to show that the sentence imposed was unreasonable, Mr. Sanchez
“must show that the sentence, in light of the governing criteria, is excessive under any reasonable
view of the facts.” State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 460 (2002).
“‘Reasonableness’ of a sentence implies that a term of confinement should be tailored to
the purpose for which the sentence is imposed.” State v. Adamcik, 152 Idaho 445, 483 (2012)
(quoting State v. Stevens, 146 Idaho 139, 148 (2008)).
In examining the reasonableness of a sentence, the Court conducts an independent
review of the entire record available to the trial court at sentencing, focusing on
the objectives of criminal punishment: (1) protection of society; (2) deterrence of
the individual and the public; (3) possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment
or retribution for wrongdoing.
Stevens, 146 Idaho at 148. “A sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to accomplish the
primary objective of protecting society and to achieve any or all of the related goals of
deterrence, rehabilitation, or retribution.” State v. Delling, 152 Idaho 122, 132 (2011).
Mr. Sanchez addressed the district court at the sentencing hearing. He stated,
I just want to thank [the officer] because – for I guess pulling me over for a
simple windows too tinted. The situation could have been a lot worse than
anybody would have imagined, you know. We could be sitting here and it could
be a lot worse. For that, I owe him a debt of gratitude.
I’ve acted selfish, irresponsible throughout my past and I’m just looking to
change my ways. Throughout my course of incarceration, I have just – I need
more help than prison could offer me. I tried to go into drug court. I got denied.
I’ve been accepted to the Lighthouse as well and everything keeps going against
me but I’m not going to let that stop me from making a change, from being
discouraged. And I’ll continue to fight for my family because my son deserves a
better me, a better father, a father I never had.
So I just want to better myself and be a better citizen to this community because
I’ve acted irresponsible and I hope that you can help me with my change.
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(Tr., p.19. Ls.4-22.)
Counsel for Mr. Sanchez noted that, while Mr. Sanchez was not found eligible for drug
court, the parole commission had indicated that they were comfortable with the diversion, which
was “just kind of telling as far as their thoughts having […] known him a lot more than anyone
else here does that they were comfortable and did not feel that further incarceration was
necessary if he were put in that program.” (Tr., p.17, L.17 – p.18, L.4.) Further Mr. Sanchez’s
employer, Rick Lane Construction, had indicated that Mr. Sanchez was a good worker and they
were willing to rehire him. (Tr., p.18, Ls.5-8.) Counsel also emphasized that Mr. Sanchez
wanted help with alcohol and substance abuse issues. (Tr., p.18, Ls.9-13.) Counsel requested a
sentence of seven years, with two years fixed, and stated that the rider program would allow
Mr. Sanchez to receive the proper treatment. (Tr., p.18, Ls.18-24.)
Considering the fact that Mr. Sanchez accepted responsibility for his crime, understood
that he needed alcohol and substance abuse treatment, had an employment opportunity, and
wanted to be a better father and member of the community, Mr. Sanchez submits that the district
court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence in his case.

CONCLUSION
Mr. Sanchez respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it deems
appropriate. Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district court for a new
sentencing hearing.
DATED this 4th day of March, 2019.

/s/ Justin M. Curtis
JUSTIN M. CURTIS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
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JMC/eas

5

